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DETAILED ACTION 



This office action is in response to the amendment and remarks filed 12/17/2010. 



Status of the Claims 



1. The Examiner acknowledges receipt of Applicant's amendments and arguments filed 
with the Office on August 13 th , 2010 in response to Final Office Action mailed on April 13 th , 
2010. Per Applicant's response, Claims 1 and 8 have been amended, while Claim 11 has been 
newly-added. All other claims remain in their previously presented form. Therefore Claims 1- 
1 1 now remain pending in the instant application. The Examiner has carefully considered each 
of Applicant's amendments and/or arguments, and they will be addressed below. 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 



Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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4. Claims 1-11 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over United States 
Patent No. 5,106,277 to Tuckey in view of United States Patent No. 5,121,021 to Ward. 




FIG1 



In regards to Independent Claim 1, and with particular reference to Figure 1 shown immediately 
above, Tuckey discloses a fuel pump for an internal combustion engine. Tuckey discloses an 
electric motor (40), a cylindrical flux ring (30) (i.e. stator ring), permanent magnets (32) (i.e. 
magnetic shells) arranged inside the cylindrical flux ring (30), and a motor casing (34) to 
accommodate the cylindrical flux ring (30) (See column 1, lines 50-55 and Fig. 1). The 
disclosure according to Tuckey differs with respect to the applicant's invention in that no specific 
detail is provided teaching of a one-piece body comprising the stator ring (30) and the magnet 
shells (32). 
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However, with reference to Figures 1-2 shown immediately above, Ward 
discloses a one-piece, combined frame-and-stator assembly 12 for a dynamoelectric 
machine. Ward's device is designed to simplify the assembly process by lessening the 
number of parts and eliminating the need for mechanical fasteners (See Abstract) Most 
important to this assembly 12 is its single piece body made of a single material to form 
two of the distinct motor components (i.e. a casing and a stator). As shown in Figures 1 
and 2 immediately above, the casing 12 is formed as a composite material made up of a 
blend of iron and plastic (See Col. 2, Lines 3-10) which allows the casing 12 to 
simultaneously form both the stator and motor casing (i.e. portions that provide separate 
and distinct functionality) (See Column 5, Lines 37-39) . Moreover, Ward's assembly 12 
is designed to securely engage the permanent magnets 14 in order to avoid the need 
for additional fasteners or adhesives (see Abstract; col. 2, lines 34-44) As such, it 
is clear that Ward also desired a simple structure for integrating the magnets 14 with the 
stator/casing 12 in order to further simplify the overall motor structure. Hence, it is 
apparent that Ward discloses that it is known to combine two different motor 
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components into a single piece of a single material in order to simply a motor driven 
device like that of Applicant's motor-driven fuel pump. It is also apparent that Ward 
provides the motivation to combine the magnets 14 with the stator 12 in a simpler and 
secure manner. Thus, Ward discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the 
two particular motor components being combined in Applicant's invention (i.e. the stator 
and the magnets , rather than the stator and the motor casing ). However, since Ward 
shows that it is well-known to combine two different motor components having separate 
and distinct functions into a single-piece body that maintains functionality of both 
components, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to also integrate the magnets with the stator (like 
Ward's integration of the stator with the casing), since it has been held that forming in 
one piece an article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together 
involves only routine skill in the art. Howard v. Detroit Stove Work 150 U.S. 164. 
Therefore, to one of ordinary skill desiring a simpler fuel pump assembly having less 
parts, it would have been obvious to utilize the component-combining techniques 
disclosed in Tuckey in the fuel pump seen in Ward in order to obtain such a result. 
Consequently, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the separate stator 30 and magnets 32 of Tuckey with the 
single-piece teachings of Ward in order to obtain predictable results; those results being 
a simpler and cheaper fuel pump assembly that requires fewer parts to manufacture. 



5. 



Regarding dependent Claim 2, the Ward portion of the combination teaches the 
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use of iron or ferrite powder particles that are embedded within a thermoplastic material. 
In particular, Ward states "The composite magnetic frame material is comprised of iron 
powder particles having a particle size in a range of about 10 to 250 microns that are 
coated with a thin layer of thermoplastic material. The composite material is molded to 
the permanent magnet. It, accordingly, is another object of this invention to provide a 
method of manufacturing a frame and permanent magnet assembly where a composite 
material of the type described is molded to the permanent magnet." (Column 1, Lines 
24-32) With respect to dependent Claim 3, Tuckey in view of Ward discloses the 
claimed invention except for the specific use of polyphenyl sulfide material for the 
plastic. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to utilize such a material, since it has been held to be 
within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of 
its suitability for the intended use as a mater of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 
125 USPQ 416. In regards to dependent Claim 4, it can be seen in Figure 1 above that 
the frame 12 (i.e. casing) and stator ring for a single piece body (See Claim 1 above). 
With respect to dependent Claim 5, the Tuckey portion of the combination discloses the 
use of a flange portion for the connection of a fuel line. As illustrated within Fig. 1 of 
Tuckey, the body (34) comprising the stator ring (8) has a flange portion for joining a 
connection piece (22) intended for the connection of a fuel line (50, 52) (See Fig.l). In 
regards to dependent Claim 6, Tuckey further discloses a bearing (60) for the rotor 
which can be seen in Fig. 1 as being provided in an analogous manner as depicted by 
the applicant. Regarding dependent Claim 7, it can be seen in Fig.l according to 
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Tuckey that the cylindrical flux ring (30) or stator ring is joined in one piece to a 
component (20) having a duct. In regards to dependent Claims 8-9, please see the 
analysis for Claim 1 above. Regarding dependent Claim 10, it can be seen in Figure 1 
above that the duct (DUCT) of the pump (See Fig. 1) is arranged in the motor casing 20. 
Therefore, to one of ordinary skill desiring a simpler fuel pump assembly, it would have 
been obvious to utilize the techniques disclosed in Tuckey in combination with those 
seen in Ward in order to obtain such a result. Consequently, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinaiy skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
separate components of Tuckey with the integral assembly of Ward in order to obtain 
predictable results; those results being a much simpler fuel pump that limits the number 
of parts necessary for assembly. And finally, in regards to dependent Claim 11, the 
magnet shells of both Tuckey and Ward are designed to induce magnetic flux in the 
rotor to provide the necessary rotation of the motor (an extremely well-known feature of 
electric motors). 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed December 17 th , 2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The Examiner's responses can be seen below. 

7. In regards to Applicant's argument that Ward does not teach the integration of 
different materials into a single-piece body formed of a same material, the Examiner 
must respectfully disagree. As described in the analysis for Independent Claim 1 
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above, Ward's device is designed to simplify the assembly process by lessening the 
number of parts and eliminating the need for mechanical fasteners (See Abstract) Most 
important to this assembly 12 is its single piece body made of a single material (i.e. an 
iron and plastic blend) to form two of the distinct motor components (i.e. a casing and a 
stator). As shown in Figures 1 and 2 immediately above, the casing 12 is formed as a 
composite material made up of a blend of iron and plastic which allows the casing 12 
(previously only plastic) and the stator (previously only iron) to simultaneously form both 
the stator and motor casing. As such, it is apparent that Ward combines portions of 
different materials (i.e. iron vs. plastic) into a single piece of a single material (i.e. 
iron/plastic blend) that maintains separate and distinct functionality between the two 
portions (See Column 5, Lines 37-39). Moreover, Ward's assembly 12 is further 
designed to securely engage with the permanent magnets 14 in order to avoid the need 
for additional fasteners or adhesives (see Abstract; col. 2, lines 34-44), thereby 
providing a simple structure integrating the magnets 14 with the stator/ casing 12. 
Hence, it is apparent that Ward discloses that it is known to combine two different motor 
components/materials into a single piece of a single material in order to simply a motor 
driven pump like Applicant's claimed pump. It is also apparent that Ward provides the 
motivation to combine the magnets 14 with the stator 12 in a simpler and secure 
manner. Thus, Ward discloses the claimed invention with the exception of the two 
particular motor components being combined in Applicant's invention (i.e. the stator and 
the magnets , rather than the stator and the motor casing) . However, since Ward shows 
that it is well-known to combine two different motor components having separate and 
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distinct functions into a single-piece body that maintains functionality of both 
components, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to also integrate the magnets with the stator (like 
Ward's integration of the stator with the casing. 



Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALEXANDER B. COMLEY whose telephone number is 
(571)270-3772. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30am - 5:00am EST 
(Alternate Fridays Off). If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Devon C. Kramer can be reached on (571)-272-71 18. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Alexander B Comley/ /William H. Rodriguez/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3746 Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3741 
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